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SUBJECT: COMMUNITY AND SENIOR SERVICES - FISCAL MONITORING OF
DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROGRAM SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR
2014-15

Community and Senior Services (CSS) contracts with cities and community based non-
profit organizations (seruice providers) to provide Dispute Resolution Program (DRP)
services to individuals, businesses, and organizations in Los Angeles County. DRP
services assist in resolving community disputes, day of hearing civil court disputes, and
victi m-offender d isputes.

CSS' DRP contracts are cost-reimbursement contracts which reimburse service
providers for actual expenses. At the request of CSS, we contracted with a Certified
Public Accounting firm, Simpson & Simpson, LLP (Simpson & Simpson), to conduct
fiscal monitoring reviews of the 12 service providers that had contracts with CSS during
Fiscal Year 2014-15. CSS awarded approximately $1.00 million to the DRp service
providers during the year.

Review Summarv

As indicated in the attached schedule, Simpson & Simpson identified approximately
$291,181 in questioned costs billed to CSS. Specifically, Simpson & Simpson noted

$78.261 in expenditures that were based on 1l12th of the annual contract budget
instead of actual expenditures incurred.
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$69,154 in program expenditures that were not supported with adequate
documentation.

$21,102 in program expenditures that exceeded the maximum allowed for the line
item budget.

$18,182 in program expenditures that were not approved by the service providers'
management.

documentation.

ln addition, some DRP service providers did not always comply with their County
contract requirements and other applicable guidelines. Specifically, of the 12 service
providers:

Seven (58%) did not prepare their bank reconciliations appropriately

Three (25o/o) did not submit invoices to CSS timely.

Three (25o/o) did not have adequate segregation of duties in cash handling and
payroll functions.

Four (33%) did not have adequate internal controls over procurement

The questioned costs for each service provider and contract compliance issues noted in
the reviews are detailed in the Attachment.

Review of Report

Simpson & Simpson provided and discussed each report with CSS and each service
provider. CSS management indicated that they will resolve the questioned costs and
contract compliance issues in accordance with their Resolution Procedures Directive.
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Due to the number of reviews, copies of individual reports are not enclosed; however,
the reports are available for your review upon request. lf you have any questions
please call me, or your staff may contact Peter Hughes at (213) 974-8484.
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Attachment

c: Sachi A. Hamai, Chief Executive Officer
Cynthia D. Banks, Director, Community and Senior Services
Public Information Office
Audit Committee
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Commun¡ty and Senior Sen¡íces
F¡scal Mon¡toring of Dispute Resolut¡on Program Services

Fiscal Year 2014-15
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Às¡an Pacific Amer¡can D¡spute Resolutbn
Center
Californ¡a Academy of Med¡at¡on
Professionals
Californ¡a Coofe.enæ for Equality and

Californ¡a Leyers for the Arts

Cerìter for Côrfl¡d Resolut¡on

Cent¡nela Yoúh Seruices

C¡ty of NoMalk

Korean Ameri€n Coalit¡on

Los Angeles County Bar Association Cãter
for Civic Med¡at¡on

Los Angeles County Departmerf of
Consumer and Business Affa¡rs
Loyola Law School Center for Corflict
Resolut¡on

Off¡æ of the Los Angeles C¡ty Attorney
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1,900,000.00 I,66't.419-OO 291,141-O4 74,251-00 $ 84,915.¿1s S 69,154.29 I 21,1O2-OO S 18,182-30 $ l9,s66.oo 7 3 3 4

Footnotes

A Expendituresbasedonl/12thoftl'Eann€l contractbudgetinsteadofactual expend¡turesincurred.
B Payroll expend¡tures that rere not supported with s¡gned timecards
C Program expend¡tures that were not supported with adequate docurentation,
D Program expend¡tures that exceeded the maximum allored for the l¡ne item budget
E Program expenditures that u¡ere not approved by the serv¡ce prov¡ders' managemenl
F ln-Kind Match¡ng costs that iivere not supported with adequate documentat¡on.
G Did not prepare the¡r bank reconcil¡at¡ons appropriately
H D¡d not subm¡t invo¡ces to the Depêrtment of Commun¡ty and Senior Seruices timely-
I D¡d not have adequate segregat¡on of dut¡es ¡n cash handl¡ng and payroll funct¡ons.
J Did not have adequate ¡nternal con:rols over procurerent
K Theamountofquestionedcostsexceedsthecontractamountdueto¡nadequatedocumentationtosuppolln-K¡ndMatch¡ngcosts.


